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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 
DR. FRANCIS R. COLLINS 

INTRODUCTION 

WHAT IS YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS? 

My name is Francis R. Collins and my business address is PO Box 272, Newton, 

MA 02459. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT POSITION? 

I am employed by CCL Corporation, a company that provides public policy, 

technical and economic counsel in the fields of telecommunications and cable 

television. I am the president of CCL Corporation. 

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

My testimony is presented on behalf of Cox Arizona Telcom, L.L.C. (“Cox”), 

which is a facilities-based provider of local telecommunications services in 

Arizona. 

OUALIFICATIONS OF WITNESS 

WHAT IS YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE? 

I have been employed in the telecommunications industry for the past thirty-nine 

(39) years. I began my professional career in telecommunications at Bell 

Telephone Laboratories where I worked for six (6) years designing and developing 

broadband telecommunication network technology. I have provided independent 

public policy, managerial, system design, technology application and economic 

counsel to various domestic and foreign clients. 

My relevant experience includes appearances as an expert witness on a 

wide variety of telecommunications public policy, technical and economic matters 

before various regulatory agencies in the United States, as well as assistance to 

T-01051 B-99-0105 Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (Cox) I 
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clients in the development of telecommunications systems in ten (10) other 

countries. Exhibit FRC-A to this testimony contains additional information 

concerning my professional background and experience. 

PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to discuss, from the perspective of a facilities- 

based new market entrant, the “competitive zone” and “pricing flexibility” issues 

set forth in Qwest Corporation’s, formerly known as US WEST Communication 

(hereinafter “QWEST”) rate case application. 

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY 

QWEST has provided direct testimony from two witnesses (Wayne Allcott and 

Barbara Wilcox) and both direct and supplemental testimony from a third witness 

(David Teitzel) that address QWEST’s request for the designation of “competitive 

zones” and flexible pricing. Mr. Teitzel’s testimony is supported by a collection 

of anecdotal documents which, alone or taken together, prove only that 

competitive carriers have entered the telecommunication services marketplace in 

the Phoenix and Tucson areas. The testimony and supporting documents do not 

prove that real competition exists, and in fact, provides information that shows a 

reasonable level of competition does not exist. The testimony of Dr. Wilcox and 

Mr. Allcott on the existence of true competition for services merely draws upon 

the testimony of Mr. Teitzel and does not add any new substance or support to the 

claims they have reiterated. In fact, the impact of the QWEST testimony is that 

competition for local exchange telephone services has not yet arrived in Arizona. 

Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (COX) T-01051 B-99-0105 

August 9,2000 page 2 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Taken in total, the QWEST submission simply does not demonstrate that 

the exchange services telecommunications market is truly competitive in either 

Phoenix or Tucson. In fact, as this testimony will demonstrate, the marketplace is 

only marginally competitive at best. The QWEST data indicates that in Phoenix 

the market penetration by all of QWEST’s competitors combined is 

for business access lines and for residence access lines. In Tucson, 

the business line market penetration is and the residence line market 

penetration is only . Exhibit FRC-B sets forth the current market 

penetration percentages for all of the wire centers QWEST now seeks to be 

declared as competitive. The wire center-by-wire center analysis shows there is 

little or virtually no competition at this time. Rather, the new market entrants are 

just beginning to enter the market. 

QWEST has provided proprietary information (the exhibits to Mr. Teitzel’s 

testimony and QWEST’s responses to data requests) that represents an alleged 

market share loss in the categories of business and residence access lines; resold 

lines; and ported telephone numbers. [Teitzel Exs. DLT-38 to DLT-44; QWEST 

Responses to RUCO 30-002, 30-003; QWEST Responses to ACC Staff (WDA) 

03-003 to 03-0101 This information has led to the market penetration data 

provided above. It is not clear in this information whether there has been a double 

counting between claimed access line loss and ported telephone numbers but it is 

likely that such a double count did occur. This error exaggerates the alleged level 

of competition. Additionally, because of the manner it chose to respond to data 

requests, the QWEST data does not always completely track and lacks internal 

consistency as described below in this testimony - all of which appears to increase 

the apparent level of alleged competition. 

Importantly, these access line market share penetration figures do not 

represent revenue share penetration. Lines which are resold at a 12% discount for 

residence lines and 18% discount for business lines merely exchange the receipt 

Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (COX) T-01051 B-99-0105 

August 9,2000 page 3 



I 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

by QWEST of end-user retail revenues for carrier-to-carrier wholesale revenues. 

QWEST continues to receive approximately 88% of the total per line dial tone 

revenue for residence service and 82% of the total per line dial tone revenue for 

business lines. Along with this revenue comes a concomitant decrease in expenses 

for residence and business services that mitigates the remaining 12% and 18% 

revenue losses and brings them virtually to zero. Thus, there is little or no loss of 

the dial tone revenues to QWEST for resold service. 

Similarly, telephone numbers which are ported and for which the 

unbundled loop is used, exchanges retail revenue for UNE revenue. Although this 

is less of the total per end-user customer revenue stream than occurs under resale 

for business access lines (QWEST actually may generate more revenue for a 

residential loop given the discrepancy between loop rate ($2 1.96) and residential 

1FR service rate ($13.18)), the significant concomitant decrease in per customer 

expenses results in the sale of loops as a lucrative market for QWEST. According 

to QWEST’s data, this market segment transfer of revenue (loop UNEs) represents 

only approximately of the total access line market in Phoenix and 

of the total access line market in Tucson. In each case, there is a de 

minimus market transfer between services within the QWEST service offerings. 

The bottom line is that, to date, competitors have achieved only a 

market penetration of the total number of access lines in Arizona. 

statewide), approximately 

of the loss has been a transfer from one of QWEST’s retail telecom- 

munications products to another of QWEST’s “wholesale” telecommunications 

products in the Phoenix area and over half of the loss ( ) in the 

Tucson area has been an intra-QWEST service transfer. This leaves a de minimus 

market share loss by QWEST because no significant revenue has been lost and 

therefore, does not represent a revenue loss market penetration. 

Of this de minimus market penetration ( 

Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (Cox) T-01051B-99-0105 
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QWEST has identified 33 wire centers in the Phoenix area and 11 in the 

Tucson as being hlly competitive for business services. They have identified 22 

wire centers in the Phoenix area as being fully competitive for residence services. 

One would expect to find market share losses in the 30% to 40% range for this to 

be true. In fact all of these wire centers have less than 

market share loss and, except for one, have less than a 

many less than for residence service. As noted above, Exhibit FRC- 

B presents the residence and business share losses for each of the wire centers for 

which QWEST has requested pricing flexibility. 

10 RJWOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSION 

11 Q. WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSION? 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

It is clear that QWEST has failed to meet its burden of proof that the Arizona 

telecommunications market has robust competition and has in fact proven that it 

does not. I therefore recommend that the Commission deny the QWEST request 

for competitive zones and pricing flexibility. 

16 
17 

18 Q. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 A. 

COX’S PERSPECTIVES ON MR. TEITZEL’S 
DIRECT TESTIMONY 

QWEST’S WITNESS, MR. TEITZEL, IS SUPPORTING THE APPLICA- 

TION TO FIND THAT THE QWEST BASIC LOCAL EXCHANGE 

SERVICES ARE SUBJECT TO COMPETITION PURSUANT TO A.A.C. 

R14-2-1108. IN HIS TESTIMONY, MR. TEITZEL INDICATES THAT 

THIS FINDING IS NECESSARY FOR QWEST TO MEET COMPETITIVE 

DEMANDS. WHAT IS YOUR PERSPECTIVE ON THIS ISSUE? 

Rule R14-2-1108 currently allows QWEST to seek a “competitive” designation 

for its service offerings, which then allows, subject to Commission Rules 

significant pricing flexibility. Indeed, I understand QWEST has had several 

T-010516-99-0105 Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (Cox) 
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services designated as “competitive” under R14-2-1108. It is unclear to me, and it 

was not clearly indicated in Mr. Teitzel’s testimony, why QWEST could not use 

this pathway to achieve the end it is attempting to accomplish with its current rate 

case request for pricing flexibility. The only significant difference is that 

QWEST’s Rate Case Application is attempting to shift the target in R14-2-1108 

that currently addresses “services” to address “spot geographic areas.” To do so 

would, in effect, constitute an amendment of the Commission’s rule without 

proper rulemaking procedures. 

Mr. Teitzel does indicate that QWEST has historically charged statewide 

rates for its basic local exchange services, whereas its competitors are offering 

service to clusters of customers in largely metro areas. [Teitzel Direct, p. 2, lines 

2-31 In doing so, Mr. Teitzel misstates the facts. He indicates that “Competitive 

businesses pick their customers and set their own prices.” [Teitzel Direct, p. 2, 

line 111 That simply is not the case. New market entrants may choose between 

residence services and business services within their geographic serving areas - 

just as QWEST chooses to offer certain business services to businesses but not to 

residences and vice versa within its geographic operating area. The new market 

entrants do not pick and choose which businesses within their service areas will be 

offered service and those who will not be. There are situations where services 

cannot be offered and the qualification “facilities permitting” is used by both 

QWEST and the new market entrants in their tariffs to deal with these situations. 

It appears that Mr. Teitzel’s explanation of the QWEST Application is that 

QWEST is heading toward “spot pricing.” On this point, Mr. Teitzel has offered 

no evidence that the new market entrants are doing any spot pricing. These new 

market entrants are following in the steps of doing what QWEST has historically 

done - that is, to offer service area wide rates and services by customer class (e.g., 

business or residence) for the geographic areas in which they provide service. A 

new market entrant in Phoenix, such as Cox, does not have a rate for each segment 

Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (Cox) T-01051 B-99-0105 
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of Cox’s Phoenix service area but rather one set of rates, depending on the 

customer class, for all of its service area. QWEST charges customers in a similar 

manner, and, as far as I have been able to determine, other competitors do the 

same thing. 

There does not appear to be a provision under the Commission’s rules, nor 

in Arizona law, which would allow QWEST to establish rates for service for an 

area less than its operating area. Mr. Teitzel is attempting to establish a process 

for pricing certain spots within QWEST’s operating area. To do so would be an 

engagement in “spot pricing.” In fact, Mr. Teitzel attempts to have the Commi- 

ssion apply ratemaking down to the sub-exchange level and at the wire center. It 

appears that Mr. Teitzel is requesting “pinhead” pricing rather than the “spot” 

pricing mentioned above, It would be poor public policy to allow QWEST the 

opportunity to engage in the “spot pricing” that Mr. Teitzel is attempting to 

support, especially when viewed against the backdrop of competition that is still in 

its gestation stage. 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER CONCERNS THAT YOU HAVE WITH MR. 

TEITZEL’S EXPLANATION OF THE QWEST PROPOSAL AS 

CONTAINED IN HIS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY? 

Although Mr. Teitzel’s testimony fails to make a case for the Commission 

supporting QWEST’s Application, there are elements of his testimony that must 

not be allowed to go unchallenged in the record of this docket. Mr. Teitzel 

appears to use the terms “exchange” and “wire center” as synonyms - they are not. 

An “exchange,” or more precisely an “exchange area,” is an area where there is a 

uniform tariff for telephone service. There may be more than one central office 

within an exchange area and indeed more than one “wire center.” A “wire center” 

is the location of one or more switching systems and is a point at which 

A. 
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customer’s loops converge. A “central office” is a facility that houses telecom- 

munications switching and supporting equipment. 

MR. TEITZEL CLAIMS IN HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY THAT COMPE- 

TITORS FOCUS ON PHOENIX AND TUCSON BECAUSE THEY CAN 

TARGET A HIGH NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS WITH MINIMAL 

INVESTMENT. WHAT IS YOUR OBSERVATION ABOUT THIS 

ASPECT OF HIS TESTIMONY? 

This aspect of Mr. Teitzel’s testimony appears to be an attempt to paint new 

market entrants negatively as being “cream skimmers.” However, note that 

business customers are typically higher revenue generators than are residential 

customers, therefore the business segment of the market naturally draws the 

earliest competition. However, according to Mr. Teitzel’s hrther testimony 

[Teitzel Direct, pp. 11 and 121, competitors are targeting residence customers as 

well. This is a clear indication that new market entrants are attempting to service 

the Arizona market for the long term by building a solid base of customers and are 

not engaging solely in cream skimming. 

MR. TEITZEL INDICATES IN HIS TESTIMONY THAT COMPETITORS 

TO QWEST ARE OFFERING CUSTOMERS “BUNDLES” OF SERVICES 

AND APPEARS TO INDICATE THAT THIS IS AN ANTI-COMPETITIVE 

MOVE AIMED AT QWEST. DO YOU AGREE WITH THAT POSITION? 

No, I do not agree. Based on Mr. Teitzel’s testimony, QWEST has had the ability 

to package local exchange services and intraLATA toll itself and has historically 

chosen not to do so or has failed to make them attractive, based on Mr. Teitzel’s 

testimony. Moreover, QWEST is currently offering service packages of voice, 

data and video to consumers to compete with Cox. His discussion on this issue 

addresses what competition is intended to do and that is use market forces to 

maximize benefits for consumers. 

Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (Cox) T-010518-99-0105 
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SECTION I OF MR. TEITZEL’S TESTIMONY ENTITLED - “COMPETI- 

TION’’- PRESENTS A DISCUSSION OF THE NEW MARKET 

ENTRANTS IN PHOENIX AND TUCSON. IT IS CLEAR FROM THIS 

TESTIMONY THAT MR. TEITZEL HOPES TO CONVINCE THE 

COMMISSION THAT THESE AREAS ARE EXPERIENCING ROBUST 

COMPETITION. WHAT IS YOUR PERSPECTIVE ON THIS SECTION 

OF MR. TEITZEL’S TESTIMONY? 

All but a small part of Mr. Teitzel’s testimony and exhibits are a description of 

companies who have entered the market in Phoenix and Tucson, and who are 

posturing themselves to provide services in a competitive marketplace. His 

discussion addresses different marketing techniques, different market capture 

strategies, and different technological approaches to the provision of service. 

None of that testimony is other than anecdotal descriptions of companies and their 

activities. The testimony does not present a case for the existence of competition 

in Arizona and specifically not in the wire centers for which pricing flexibility is 

requested. It paints a picture of competitors implementation programs, sales 

support advertising, and market capture hopes. It does not discuss actual 

competitive market capture that would demonstrate existing and robust competi- 

tion. Indeed, the market penetration data [see Ex. FRC-B] reveals there is no 

significant competitive impact on QWEST. Teitzel’s descriptions come closer to 

indicating that there may be a competitive skeleton in the closet or a competitive 

phantom in the wings than to a demonstration that there is competition today or 

that there will be for some time. 

DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS ABOUT THE QWEST PRICING 

PROPOSALS? 

Yes, I do. Mr. Teitzel indicates [at p. 20 of his direct testimony] that the pricing 

plan for competitive zones would set the price floor at TSLRIC for all but basic 

Direct Testimony of Dr. Frank F. Collins (Cox) T-010519-99-0105 
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residential service. The price ceiling would be set at 200% of the rates set in this 

proceeding. The price floor for residential service would ostensibly be zero 

dollars. The price ceiling for residential service would be $19.00. The further 

qualification is that the aggregate revenue from a single “customer” or “group” of 

customers should be above the aggregate TSLRIC for the services of the customer 

or group of customers. Note that “group” does not mean classification as to 

business or residence customers as one example. It means a “group” as in the 

businesses on the fifth floor of a large office building, or half of those businesses 

on the fifth floor. In the instance of a “customer,” it could mean one business on 

the fifth floor received special pricing for a few services while those same services 

for the rest of the businesses were offered on that floor at a different price. 

This plan is severely flawed from an economic and competitive viewpoint, 

It goes beyond pricing flexibility to pricing ridiculousness and is rife with the 

potential for improper discrimination, as well as predatory pricing. Consider the 

following example: QWEST declares that the fifth floor businesses (mentioned 

above) constitute the bbgroup.” In this instance, each company could have a 

different price, depending on the competitive challenge on a company-by- 

company basis, for basic business service, as well as other services, as long as the 

total revenue (presumably including intraLATA toll revenue) of the entire fifth 

floor businesses met the aggregate TSLRIC criterion. Moreover, I predict that the 

number of complaints to the Commission will rise exponentially with the number 

of such “deals.” 

In another example involving residential service, it appears that the pricing 

plan would allow QWEST the ability to price basic residence service down to zero 

dollars for one “customer” if that customer’s total revenue meets the TSLRIC 

criterion for all of the “customer’s” services. Or, QWEST could set that 

customer’s basic service price at zero and the remaining prices, except the price 

for one service, at TSLRIC. The price for the last service - obviously the service 
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with no or little competition - is set to ensure the “aggregate” TSLRIC criterion is 

met. This could occur while the QWEST residential customer across the street, 

next door, or in the next apartment, had an entirely different price structure with 

basic residential service set at $19.00. 

If this “pricing plan” is approved by the Commission, the flood of customer 

complaints will be unprecedented 

MR. TEITZEL HAS PROPOSED CRITERION FOR ESTABLISHING 

ADDITIONAL COMPETITIVE ZONES. DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS 

CRITERION? 

Mr. Teitzel indicates in his testimony that the criterion for establishing additional 

competitive zones in the future is the same as that for the competitive zones 

requested in his direct and supplemental direct testimony. [Teitzel Direct, p. 22, 

lines 27-29] I do not agree that this criterion is meaningful for two reasons. First, 

the actual criteria used to select the competitive zones are unclear and ambiguous 

as it is set out in the testimony. Second, the result of applying those ambiguous 

criteria led to the designation of a list of competitive zones in Phoenix and Tucson 

which fail any meaningful test for the existence of competition. 

Mr. Teitzel filed Proprietary Exhibits DLT-38 to -44 in support of his 

Supplemental Direct Testimony. These exhibits are intended to show the level of 

competition in the competitive zones by indicating the number of lost access lines; 

ported lines, unbundled loops, resold services and traffic volumes. These exhibits 

are intended to prove that competition is robust and at a level of market 

penetration in the requested competitive zones which threatens QWEST. They do 

not. 

The Teitzel proprietary exhibits present alleged access and customer loss 

information in the categories detailed above. QWEST’s responses to Residential 

Utility Consumer Office’s Data Request Nos. 30-002 and 30-003, and to Arizona 
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Corporation Commission Staffs Data Request Nos. WDA 03-003 to 03-010, 

provide information as to the details of QWEST’s allegations on the loss of 

business and residential market share in these requested competitive zones. An 

analysis was performed using this data and the outcome is presented in Exhibit 

FRC-B. 

QWEST has identified 33 wire centers in the Phoenix area and 11 in the 

Tucson as being fully competitive for business services. They have identified 22 

wire centers in the Phoenix area as being fully competitive for residence services. 

These requested competitive zones are listed on Exhibit FRC-B, with the exception 

of Pinnacle Peak, a zone for which adequate data was not provided by QWEST in 

response to the data requests. 

For these zones to be truly competitive, one would expect to find market 

share losses in the 30% to 40% range. In fact, all of these wire centers have less 

than 

Residential service losses (except for one at 

business market share loss (with many less than 

have less than a 

loss - with many less than 1%. 

Exhibit FRC-B demonstrates that none of the competitive zones requested 

by QWEST are anywhere near competitive. What the data shows is that 

competition is just getting off the ground in these areas. Because QWEST has 

selected the zones facing what they believe to be the strongest competition, this 

data also leads to the conclusion that meaningful competition is absent in the rest 

of Arizona. This lack of statewide competition is also compellingly demonstrated 

by the low competitive market penetration statewide. 
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A. 

COX’S PERSPECTIVES ON MR. TEITZEL’S 
SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY 

MR. TEITZEL HAS FILED SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY IN THIS 

DOCKET. HAVE YOU STUDIED THIS TESTIMONY AND IF SO, WHAT 

IS YOUR OPINION ABOUT IT? 

Yes, I have read Mr. Teitzel’s supplemental direct testimony and determined that 

it is an update and continuation of the anecdotal presentation made in his direct 

testimony. The data used to formulate Exhibit FRC-B came fi-om the updated 

information filed with that supplemental testimony. 

The Commission should give no weight to the anecdotal stories in the 

supplemental testimony. In addition, Mr. Teitzel has included stories about 

QWEST’s activities in Oregon. The Commission should disregard such infor- 

mation when it is deliberating about the issues in this proceeding. Cox was not a 

party in Oregon and had it been, a different outcome could have resulted. 

DR. COLLINS, HAVE YOU READ THE TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY 

QWEST WITNESSES DR. WILCOX AND MR. ALLCOTT AND IF SO, 

WHAT COMMENT WOULD YOU MAKE ABOUT THEM? 

The testimony of Dr. Wilcox and Mr. Allcott, as to the existence of true 

competition for services, merely draws upon the testimony of Mr. Teitzel and does 

not add any new substance capable of supporting the claims they have reiterated 

fiom that testimony. Additionally, their testimony does not change the compelling 

nature of the analysis in Exhibit FRC-B that indicates that there is not sufficient 

competition in the requested competitive zone area to warrant them being declared 

competitive. 
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Q: 

A: 

Q: 

A: 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER CONCERNS YOU HAVE CONCERNING 

QWEST COMPETITIVE ZONE PROPOSAL? 

Yes. QWEST’s proposal appears to be based on the assumption that once it loses 

a customer, the customer is gone for good. It apparently believes that it needs 

pricing flexibility in the “competitive zones” to avoid losing customers in the first 

place. That implies QWEST’s desire is to maintain its monopoly power in those 

areas, which results in all the antitrust concerns that go along with it. 

Moreover, the Commission has approved QWEST’s “competitive 

response” tariff [See QWEST’s Competitive Exchange and Network Services 

Tariff, Section 51, which allows QWEST to offer discounts and incentives to all 

the customers (both business and residential) QWEST has lost to CLECs in an 

effort to win back those customers. Thus, QWEST has specifically targeted “lost” 

customers and, over time, this may actually reduce the number of customers that 

QWEST now claims it has lost in a given wire center. QWEST does not need yet 

another anticompetitive tool - competitive zone flexible pricing - on top of this 

competitive response “Win Back” tariff. 

WHAT IS YOUR VIEW ON THE INITIATIVE TO AMEND CERTAIN 

ARIZONA CONSTITUTION PROVISIONS CONCERNING RATE- 

MAKING FOR PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATIONS? 

It appears that QWEST did not believe that the Commission would grant it 

flexible pricing in this rate case, so it is seeking that ability through a 

constitutional amendment. Either method would be catastrophic to CLEC market 

entry and would allow QWEST to maintain market power without adequate 

Commission oversight of its rates. Arizona consumers would certainly suffer in 

the long run. 
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DR. COLLINS, HOW WOULD YOU LIKE TO CONCLUDE YOUR 

TESTIMONY? 

In conclusion, I believe that competition, at any level above the embryonic stage, 

does not exist in Arizona at the present time. The issue of how to introduce 

pricing flexibility beyond that already provided by A.A.C. R14-2-1108 is not yet 

ripe for consideration. When it does become ripe, the Commission should 

consider the issue in a stand-alone docket because of the complexities involved. 

In any event, within the context of this docket, QWEST’s designed “competitive 

zone” program, the pricing structure for those zones, and the manner of declaring 

future services competitive are not suitable for Commission approval because they 

are flawed and anticompetitive. 
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EXHIBIT FRGB 
US WEST MARKET SHARE LOSS ANALYSIS 
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